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□ Video Conference 
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Part I. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 

Claims discussed: 
1,8, 11 

Prior art documents discussed: 
Sepke (US 6,558,453- cited in PTO-892) 

Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 

See Continuation Sheet 

Part III. 

H it is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: The 
examiner called applicant's representative to inform him that claims 1 and 8 could read on Sepke '453 as Sepke '453 is 
considered to have a combined handle 1 1 5 and inlet flow passageway 1 16 spaced from the sidewall of the dirt 
container 106. Additionally, applicant's representative was informed that claim 8 is broad enough to read on a 
container having a hollow handle spaced from the container wall. The examiner proposed amending claims 1 and 8 to 
recite -a handle defining an inlet flow passageway- and incorporating the language of claim 1 1 into claim 8 to obviate 
a rejection over Sepke et al. '43 and any potential rejection over a container. Applicant's representative agreed to the 
changes. 



